With the phenomenon of urban heat island and thermal discomfort felt in urban areas, exacerbated by climate change, it is necessary to best estimate the air temperature in every part of an area, especially in the context of the on-going rationalization weather stations network. In addition, the comprehension of air temperature patterns is essential for multiple applications in the fields of agriculture, hydrology, land development or public health. Thus, this study proposes to estimate the air temperature from 28 explanatory variables, using multiple linear regressions. The innovation of this study is to integrate variables from remote sensing into the model in addition to the variables traditionally used like the ones from the Land Use Land Cover. The contribution of spectral indices is significant and makes it possible to improve the quality of the prediction model. However, modeling errors are still present. Their locations and magnitudes are analyzed. However, although the results provided by modelling are of good quality in most cases, particularly thanks to the introduction of explanatory variables from remote sensing, this can never replace dense networks of ground-based measurements. Nevertheless, the methodology presented, applicable to any territory and not requiring specific computer resources, can be highly useful in many fields, particularly for urban planners.
. Location of weather stations studied depending on the type of Land Use Land Cover (LULC). In addition, the study days must have a cloud cover less than or equal to 10% to present quality remote sensing data. As a result, for this study, six measurement days have been retained during the year 2013, over a period of six months (April to September) and two different seasons (spring and summer): 25 April, 14 July, 21 July, 15 August the 22 August and 23 September ( Table 2 ). In addition, the study days must have a cloud cover less than or equal to 10% to present quality remote sensing data. As a result, for this study, six measurement days have been retained during the year 2013, over a period of six months (April to September) and two different seasons (spring and summer): 25 April, 14 July, 21 July, 15 August the 22 August and 23 September (Table 2) . Table 2 . Meteorological parameters of study days at the Lyon-Bron station at 12:00 p.m. (data: Météo-France [30] 
Location of Weather Stations

Twenty-Eight Explanatory Variables Selected from the Literature
Twenty-eight explanatory variables are used to estimate the air temperature over the study area. They have been selected from the literature [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] 29, [32] [33] [34] [35] [36] [37] [38] [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] [44] [45] . The variables belong to various categories and can directly be obtained from the supplying organizations or produced by geomatics or remote sensing ( Table 3 ). The remote sensing data is from the United States Geological Survey 
Twenty-eight explanatory variables are used to estimate the air temperature over the study area. They have been selected from the literature [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] 29, [32] [33] [34] [35] [36] [37] [38] [39] [40] [41] [42] [43] [44] [45] . The variables belong to various categories and can directly be obtained from the supplying organizations or produced by geomatics or remote sensing ( Table 3 ). The remote sensing data is from the United States Geological Survey (USGS) EarthExplorer platform. The Landsat data were chosen because of their thermal band and 30 m resolution. More precisely, Landsat 8 carries two sensors: Operational Land Imager (OLI) and Thermal Infrared Sensor (TIRS). Visible, near infrared, short wavelength infrared, panchromatic, and cirrus bands have a spatial resolution of 30 m. The TIRS bands, used here to retrieve the surface temperature using the single channel algorithm, are at a 100 m resolution, but at 30 m resolution in the delivered data product after resampling with cubic convolution by the United States Geological Survey [46] . The topographic data is provided by the French Geographic Institute (IGN) and the LULC is obtained from the Corine Land Cover platform. The Corine Land Cover classification is detailed according to the biophysical occupation of the land. Thus, at the first level, used in this study, this classification is structured around 5 different levels, namely artificial territories, agricultural territories, forests and semi-natural environments, wetlands (such as marshes or peatlands) and water areas (such as rivers or water bodies). Emissivity [44] Tasseled Cap Brightness
Since the variables follow a normal distribution, according to the Shapiro Wilk test (valuable for samples with fewer than 5000 observations [47] ), a Pearson correlation matrix is used to detect collinear data for each day. For each pair of indicators presenting a |r| > 0.7, one of the two is removed. The value of the variance inflation factor (VIF) is also controlled and should not be greater than 5 [48] . Finally, the explanatory model of the dependent variable is obtained by multiple linear regression (MLR) of the remaining explanatory variables by integrating a stepwise sorting algorithm which consists of selecting the variables according to their respective contributions to the model. This selection of the model was chosen after having made a sensitivity analysis also on the ascending and descending model. Other statistical regressions were considered, such as the Lasso regression. It has the advantage of selecting only certain explanatory variables in the presence of collinearity. However, Lasso regression is usable only when the number of predictors is greater than the number of observations [49, 50] . However, in this study, the number of observations is much higher than the number of predictors. For example, the day of 15 August 2013 includes 112 observations for 28 predictor variables. The number of these stays the same for all of the days. Moreover, a cross validation is still performed due to its ability to detect over fitting of multiple regression, although multiple regression provides internal validation and randomization [51, 52] . In this way, the cross validation presents a more conservative estimate of predictive power. To perform this cross validation, the data have been randomly split each into 'training' and 'testing' tables consisting of 80% of the data and 20% of the data, respectively. The normality of the residues was verified by analyzing them with the Shapiro-Wilk [47] normality test. The independence of the residues was also checked using the Durbin-Watson test [53] .
In order to study the contribution of the explanatory variables not only on a global scale but also in function of the type of LULC, the air temperature modelling have also been made into three zones, depending on the location of the meteorological stations (artificial areas, agricultural areas and forest or semi-natural areas). The modelling has not been carried out over the wet areas and water areas because not enough stations were available.
A Sensitivity Analysis to Measure the Contribution of Remote Sensing Variables to Air Temperature Estimation
In addition, in order to study the contribution of adding variables from remote sensing data, a sensitivity analysis is performed based on different sets of explanatory variables. Indeed, 6 models with different data sets are performed:
• air temperature modelling with all variables, • air temperature modelling with only remote sensing variables, • air temperature modelling without remote sensing variables, • air temperature modelling with remote sensing variables but without surface temperature, • air temperature modelling with all variables except surface temperature, • simple linear regression between air temperature and surface temperature.
Location of the Underestimation or Overestimation of Air Temperature Modelling Compared to In Situ Measurements at Météo France's Weather Stations
The first part of this section is dedicated to the quantification of the underestimation or overestimation of the air temperature model using relative difference. Then, in a second step, these errors are spatialized using LISA and Getis Ord Gi*.
Quantifying the Underestimation or Overestimation of Air Temperatures through a Statistical Model
The variables retained in the multiple linear regressions make it possible to establish a statistical model for estimating air temperatures for a specific day. However, this model may contain estimation errors. These errors can be either a negative difference (model underestimation) or a positive difference (overestimation). This relative difference is given as a percentage and is calculated from the following Equation (1):
Relative di f f erence = (in situ measurments − estimated air temperature) in situ measurments × 100.
Geographical Identification of Statistically Similar Zones: The Use of LISA and Getis Ord Gi*
The spatial autocorrelation of the difference between the modelled air temperature and the air temperature measured at the Météo France weather station is determined, on one hand, by using the local spatial association indicator (Anselin Local Moran I-LISA [54] ), and, on the other hand, thanks to the degree of grouping of high and low intensity values by the Getis Ord General G [55, 56] .
LISA makes it possible to group, for statistically significant results (p < 0.05), the similarity of a spatial unit with its neighbours. It is calculated from Equation (2):
where x i is the value of a variable given in point i, x is the average of this attribute, W i,j is the weight (coefficient) applied to the comparison between the two locations i and j, and n is the total number of observations. In addition, S 2 i is calculated by the following Equation (3):
This technique makes it possible to identify spatial aggregates of features with high or low values as well as outlier spatial points. A cartographic representation showing a cluster type for each statistically significant entity is obtained. Thus, a geographic information system (GIS) allows for distinguishing between a statistically significant cluster of high values (HH), a cluster of low values (LL), an outlier in which a high value is surrounded mainly by low values (HL) and an outlier in which a low value is surrounded mainly by high values (LH).
The local application of the General G statistic is the Getis Ord Gi* statistic [55] . It is used to identify statistically significant spatial clusters (p < 0.05) of high and low intensity. Thus, for positive Z scores, the higher they are, the stronger the group of high intensity values is (error overestimating air temperature). On the other hand, the lower the negative Z scores are, the higher the group of low intensity values is (error underestimating air temperature). The Getis Ord Gi* is calculated from Equation (4) below:
where x i is the value of a variable given in point i, x is the average of this attribute, W i,j is the weight (coefficient) applied to the comparison between the two locations i and j, and n is the total number of observations. The mathematical formula for the mean x is presented below (Equation (5)), as well as that of the S, present in the denominator of the Gi* formula (Equation (6)):
Results for the Year 2013
As indicated in Section 2.2, after performing the statistical test of the Pearson correlation matrix, for one of the pairs of correlated indicators, one of the two variables was removed. Table 4 summarizes all the variables retained after each of these two statistical tests for each study day over the entire study area. The number of variables used varies between 15 (21 July) and 19 (25 April) . As a result of multiple linear regressions, the number of explanatory variables retained decreases further and varies between 6 (15 and 22 August) and 4 (14 July).
For the whole area, the mean R 2 is 0.82 when modeling air temperature. A low root mean square error (RMSE) value of 1.20 • C is associated with this high coefficient of determination. These high R 2 and RMSE are also present when considering the different LULC: for example, the modeling of air temperature based on stations located in a forest or semi-natural environment has a coefficient of determination (R 2 ) of 0.92, with an RMSE of 1.01 • C ( Table 5 ).
Altitude and surface temperature variables are the most recurrent and have one of the highest coefficients for each model. Indeed, the altitude is selected five times on the six days for the whole area, the artificialized area and the agricultural area and three times for the forest and semi-natural environment. Surface temperature is selected in each case for the whole area, four times for the artificialized area, four times on the agricultural area and two times for the forest and semi-natural environment. Thus, these two variables represent the key elements for air temperature modeling.
The amount of variance explained over the entire study area is greater than 80% for the majority of study days ( Table 6 ): for example, 0.92 for 15 August 2013 and 0.87 for 21 July 2013. However, there is an exception for 23 September 2013, when the part of the variance explained is only 66%. This may be due to the particularity of this day, which is in autumn, unlike other days in spring or summer. Indeed, this day has the lowest average temperature values and the highest humidity and cloud cover values, which can impact the quality of the modelling. On average, the determination coefficient is 0.82 with an RMSE of only 1.2 • C, which corresponds to a very good correlation between the selected predictive variables and air temperature. When only weather stations located in artificialized areas are considered, the minimum variance explained is 68% (14 July) and the maximum is 83% (21 July), with a maximum RMSE of 1.66 • C and a minimum RMSE of 0.73 • C. In the same way, for weather stations located in agricultural areas, these values of R 2 minimum and maximum are 0.63 (23 September) and 0.87 (21 July) and those of the RMSE are 0.78 • C and 1.14 • C. For weather stations located in the forest and semi-natural environment, maximum determination coefficient and RMSE values of 0.99 (21 July) and 1.94 • C, respectively, and minimum values of 0.81 (23 September) and 0.06 • C can be observed. 
Proximity to a wet area X X X X X X X X X Proximity to an artificial area X X X X X X X X Proximity to an agricultural area X X X X X X X Proximity to a water area X X X X X X X Proximity to a forest or a semi-natural environment The coefficients obtained for each day and each LULC, from the multiple linear regressions, allow for modeling the air temperature at any point of the study area. For example, when focusing on the entire study area, the following equations are obtained (Equations (7)- (12)), allowing for obtaining the modelled air temperature maps (Figure 2 
-for 14 July: 
-for 15 August:
-for 22 August:
-for 23 September:
Air temperature = 19.0 − 5.6 −3 × Altitude − 0.5 × Longitude + 2.9 × NDVI+ 0.2 × Sur f ace temperature + 2.6 −5 × Distance to a wet area.
According to Figure 2 , general trends are emerging. On the days when Landsat 8 passes over path 196 and row 28 (25 April, 14 July and 15 August), a heat corridor from northwest to southwest can be observed. This zone includes the Metropolitan Area of Lyon to the southwest where air temperatures are about 10 • C higher than the lowest temperatures located to the east in the Alps and in the centre of the Haut Jura Regional Nature Reserve. Estimated air temperature for all days studied with relative difference between the modelling and the in situ measurements (quantile discretization).
Discussion
Characterization of Error Location and Intensity
From the coefficients of determination obtained by the multiple linear regressions for each day (Table 5 ), the statistical model achieves model air temperatures in a satisfactory way, more precisely with an R 2 average of 0.82 for the entire study area. However, there are prediction errors that need to be quantified and located.
For the first time, averages of the absolute relative differences between the in situ and modelled air temperatures measurements for the six days have been located in the study area (Figure 3-left) . For the second time, the spatial clustering of the statistically close relative differences values (LISA) Figure 2 . Estimated air temperature for all days studied with relative difference between the modelling and the in situ measurements (quantile discretization).
During the days when the satellite orbits on path 196 and row 28 (21 July, 22 August and 23 September), the air temperature remains high over the Lyon Metropolis (southeast) but also around Clermont Ferrand (centre west) with a difference of +5 • C to +10 • C compared to the coldest areas, Saint Etienne and its surrounding mountains (centre south). However, with all estimates, there is a certain percentage of error highlighted by the relative difference between the Meteo France weather stations and the air temperature model by multiple linear regression (Equation (1)). This relative difference fluctuates day by day, between an underestimation or overestimation for the same station (2.9% for the 15 August and 1.4% for the 22 August compared to the data from the Lyon Saint Exupéry's weather station) and with more or less significant differences (1.7% for the 25 April to 19.3% for the 14 July compared to the Feclaz's weather station located in the centre east of the study area). These estimation errors are studied in the discussion part.
Discussion
Characterization of Error Location and Intensity
For the first time, averages of the absolute relative differences between the in situ and modelled air temperatures measurements for the six days have been located in the study area (Figure 3-left) . For the second time, the spatial clustering of the statistically close relative differences values (LISA) have been identified (Figure 3-right) . Thus, a clustering of very low errors (LL) is observed in the south of the city of Lyon (south central on the map). This error fluctuates from a minimum of 1% to a maximum of 1.8% on these different measurement points. On the other hand, two zones have important errors (HH) in estimating air temperature. The first is located in the centre of the study area and concentrates in particular on the two main weather stations of Lyon (Lyon Bron and Lyon Saint Exupéry), with an average of the absolute relative differences ranging from 5.3% to 9.2%. The second area is located to the east of the study area, in the Alps, with an average of absolute relative differences ranging from 5.7% to 9.0%. These two areas with high errors in air temperature modelling have particular spatial configurations, which may explain these important differences. The first area is a dense urban space, where other prediction variables must be included, such as the sky view factor [57] [58] [59] or anthropogenic heat [60] . The second is a mountain area where the Alpine arc acts in response to particular climatic variations.
The prediction errors are located in a global way for all days (Figure 4 ). However, the average obtained hides the variations over each day, notably since the satellite approaches were found to underestimate measured turbulent heat fluxes and anthropogenic fluxes [61] . Moreover, temperature is one of the variables used in climate modelling. However, the latter is not a stationary phenomenon [26, 52] . In this study, the prediction of air temperature gives results that are statistically very close to the air temperature measured at professional meteorological stations (R 2 average of 0.82 over the entire study area). However, errors still do exist. Since these errors depend on the modelling of a non-stationary phenomenon, they also vary over time. Thus, they depend on the climate and the synoptic weather pattern of the day studied but also on previous days, also influencing variables from remote sensing such as MNDWI or NDMI. Indeed, for several days, the Thus, a clustering of very low errors (LL) is observed in the south of the city of Lyon (south central on the map). This error fluctuates from a minimum of 1% to a maximum of 1.8% on these different measurement points. On the other hand, two zones have important errors (HH) in estimating air temperature. The first is located in the centre of the study area and concentrates in particular on the two main weather stations of Lyon (Lyon Bron and Lyon Saint Exupéry), with an average of the absolute relative differences ranging from 5.3% to 9.2%. The second area is located to the east of the study area, in the Alps, with an average of absolute relative differences ranging from 5.7% to 9.0%. These two areas with high errors in air temperature modelling have particular spatial configurations, which may explain these important differences. The first area is a dense urban space, where other prediction variables must be included, such as the sky view factor [57] [58] [59] or anthropogenic heat [60] . The second is a mountain area where the Alpine arc acts in response to particular climatic variations.
The prediction errors are located in a global way for all days (Figure 4 ). However, the average obtained hides the variations over each day, notably since the satellite approaches were found to underestimate measured turbulent heat fluxes and anthropogenic fluxes [61] . Moreover, temperature is one of the variables used in climate modelling. However, the latter is not a stationary phenomenon [26, 52] . In this study, the prediction of air temperature gives results that are statistically very close to the air temperature measured at professional meteorological stations (R 2 average of 0.82 over the entire study area). However, errors still do exist. Since these errors depend on the modelling of a non-stationary phenomenon, they also vary over time. Thus, they depend on the climate and the synoptic weather pattern of the day studied but also on previous days, also influencing variables from remote sensing such as MNDWI or NDMI. Indeed, for several days, the relative error may not be constant, being positive for one day and negative for another ( Figure 5) . Similarly, the magnitude of the error is not necessarily constant. Consequently, the clusters of negative or positive errors have been studied using the LISA model.
For the days of 25 April, 14 July and 15 August, a typical and recurrent spatial distribution of estimation errors can be observed, both in the LISA analysis ( Figure 5 ) and in the Gi* analysis ( Figure 6) . Indeed, the model tends to underestimate the measurements in an area south of Lake Geneva, with LL type clusters ( Figure 5 ) or negative z score with very low values ( Figure 6 ). Conversely, an overestimated HH cluster is found in the Alpine massif. This overestimation cluster is also found in the Gi* results with stations with statistically significant high positive z score values.
In contrast to these marked configurations, the days of 21 July, 22 August and 23 September do not seem to clearly show recurrent clusters of overestimation or underestimation, either with the LISA (Figure 5 ) or Gi* technique ( Figure 6 ). Indeed, there is very little clustering of statistically significant station errors. For example, only three stations form an HH cluster on 21 July and none on 23 September ( Figure 5 ). This may be explained in particular by a different study area footprint with a less accentuated relief and less marked topoclimatic effects. 
The Contribution of Remote Sensing Variables to the Quality of the Air Temperature Prediction Model
A sensitivity analysis was conducted to estimate the contribution of variables from remote sensing products (Section 2.3). As presented in the previous section, air temperature modelling with all variables gives very satisfactory results (in red in Figure 7 ). For example, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.85 and the RMSE is 1.31 °C. 
A sensitivity analysis was conducted to estimate the contribution of variables from remote sensing products (Section 2.3). As presented in the previous section, air temperature modelling with all variables gives very satisfactory results (in red in Figure 7 ). For example, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.85 and the RMSE is 1.31 • C. When considering modelling results based only on classical air modelling variables (topography, land use, etc.), i.e., without the variables from remote sensing, it can be seen that the results are still correct (in blue in Figure 7 ) but lower than the previous ones. For example, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.76 and the RMSE is 1.62 °C.
Conversely, air temperature modelling carried out only with variables from remote sensing products (grey in Figure 7) is even less efficient. The day of 25 April 2013 has an R 2 of 0.68 and an RMSE of 1.86 °C. This is not surprising because the previous results (Section 3, Table 4 ) indicated that the dominant variable is the elevation, both in terms of the number of times this variable has been included in the model and in terms of its normalized coefficient.
These same results indicate that the second most important variable contributing to the model is surface temperature. This is clearly shown in Figure 7 when looking at the results of modelling with all variables except surface temperature (green in Figure 7 ). The results of this modeling are thus positioned between those obtained with all variables and those obtained with conventional variables. Therefore, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.78 and the RMSE is 1.55 °C. This confirms the interest of integrating surface temperature into air temperature modelling, as previous studies have also suggested [19] [20] [21] .
However, this relationship between air and surface temperatures is not constant and varies according to atmospheric conditions, among other things. Indeed, for the days of 25 April or 14 July 2013, the relationship between these two variables is relatively strong, with R 2 s of 0.64 and 0.67 respectively (in yellow in Figure 8 ). Conversely, this relationship may be weaker, as for the days of 22 August or 23 September 2013, with R 2 s of 0.28 and 0.20, respectively.
In addition, surface temperature is not the only interesting variable from remote sensing that is integrated into the modelling. When considering modelling with remotely sensed variables, with the exception of surface temperature, the results obtained are not insignificant (in purple in Figure 7 ). Indeed, for example, the R 2 is 0.37 for the day of 25 April and 0.49 for the day of 14 July 2013. This also confirms the value of not only adding surface temperature to remote sensing products, but also other complementary variables such as spectral indices. This is one of the major contributions of this study. Indeed, the NDVI is used twice in the models for the entire study area and once in the models for artificialized areas and forest and semi-natural environment ( Table 4 ). The EVI, MNDWI and NDBaI are also used in some models, especially with relatively high standardized coefficients (e.g., When considering modelling results based only on classical air modelling variables (topography, land use, etc.), i.e., without the variables from remote sensing, it can be seen that the results are still correct (in blue in Figure 7 ) but lower than the previous ones. For example, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.76 and the RMSE is 1.62 • C.
Conversely, air temperature modelling carried out only with variables from remote sensing products (grey in Figure 7) is even less efficient. The day of 25 April 2013 has an R 2 of 0.68 and an RMSE of 1.86 • C. This is not surprising because the previous results (Section 3, Table 4 ) indicated that the dominant variable is the elevation, both in terms of the number of times this variable has been included in the model and in terms of its normalized coefficient.
These same results indicate that the second most important variable contributing to the model is surface temperature. This is clearly shown in Figure 7 when looking at the results of modelling with all variables except surface temperature (green in Figure 7 ). The results of this modeling are thus positioned between those obtained with all variables and those obtained with conventional variables. Therefore, for the day of 25 April, the determination coefficient is 0.78 and the RMSE is 1.55 • C. This confirms the interest of integrating surface temperature into air temperature modelling, as previous studies have also suggested [19] [20] [21] .
However, this relationship between air and surface temperatures is not constant and varies according to atmospheric conditions, among other things. Indeed, for the days of 25 April or 14 July 2013, the relationship between these two variables is relatively strong, with R 2 s of 0.64 and 0.67 respectively (in yellow in Figure 7) . Conversely, this relationship may be weaker, as for the days of 22 August or 23 September 2013, with R 2 s of 0.28 and 0.20, respectively.
In addition, surface temperature is not the only interesting variable from remote sensing that is integrated into the modelling. When considering modelling with remotely sensed variables, with the exception of surface temperature, the results obtained are not insignificant (in purple in Figure 7 ). Indeed, for example, the R 2 is 0.37 for the day of 25 April and 0.49 for the day of 14 July 2013. This also confirms the value of not only adding surface temperature to remote sensing products, but also other complementary variables such as spectral indices. This is one of the major contributions of this study. Indeed, the NDVI is used twice in the models for the entire study area and once in the models for artificialized areas and forest and semi-natural environment ( Table 4 ). The EVI, MNDWI and NDBaI are also used in some models, especially with relatively high standardized coefficients (e.g., 0.30 for MNDWI for modelling in agricultural areas and 0.35 for NDBaI for forest and semi-natural environment).
Limits and Outlooks
Several limits can be considered. The first concerns the availability of the data. Indeed, the Landsat satellite passes only every 16 days over the same area which reduces the number of scenes possible. In addition, clouds have to be present. The presence of clouds would distort the modeling of the air temperature since the model integrates the surface temperature. Indeed, a cloud surface temperature is mostly negative, which is not the case of the ground under these clouds. Finally, as the last limits to this study, it can be noted that the research was carried out only on one year, 2013, with only six days available due to the dependence of valid data on the presence of clouds.
The second limit relates to the necessity to have one model equation per day due to non-stationary weather conditions [52] . These limits can be at the same time a perspective of work, while continuing the study on several years to validate the contribution of the remote sensing variables in the air temperature model.
For other perspectives, some other data satellites may be used. For example, the use of the Sentinel 2 satellite with 10 m resolution may help to increase the model by the remote sensing variables. In addition, multiple linear regressions have been used to model air temperature. However, this model does not consider the spatial variability of the data. Thus, modeling air temperature by geographically weighted regression can probe the spatial heterogeneity in data relationships [12, 62] .
Conclusions
The knowledge of air temperature distribution mechanisms is a key element in many areas, particularly in the context of urban adaptation to climate change and heat waves. In the context of this study, the modelling of air temperature by multiple linear regression gives very satisfying results for all these study days over the year 2013 (mean R 2 of 0.82). The average of the absolute relative differences between the modelled air temperatures and those measured by the Météo France weather stations over all day ranges from 0.47% to 10.2%.
However, there are episodic variations in these estimates of air temperature and the associated prediction errors. This is why the use of LISA and Getis Ord GI* statistics makes it possible to quickly localise statically similar values and to be able to analyse differences and similarities on a day by day basis. Thus, there are hot spot errors in the Alps and cold spot errors close to Lake Geneva.
The contribution of remote sensing variables in the air temperature prediction model is a real added value since this integration allows us to gain in quality both an increase in the determination coefficient (a 12% benefit from the variance on average) and a decrease in the RMSE (an accuracy of more than 0.7 • C on average).
Finally, and given the current policy of streamlining the observation sites of the Météo France network, this methodology could be of some use for the weakly instrumented territories. Thus, the methods described in this study are reproducible for any area and do not require any specific resources, except the access to explanatory variables and source dataset. It can be highly useful in many fields as urban studies for heat stress planning. However, air temperature modelling will not replace direct field measurements. Thus, if cities wish to know the urban thermal gradients precisely, this necessarily requires the implementation of a dense ground measurement network.
